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CHAPTER X 


MORAL INTEGRATION AND INTERPERSONAL INTEGRATION 


HEN the survey research was under- 

taken, it was assumed that friendli- 
ness among the people of a community 
would be very closely associated with moral 
integration. It seemed probable that the 
striving for the realization of common ends 
and values would have fellow-feeling as a 
by-product, or, conversely, that fellow-feel- 
ing would tend to lead to a sharing of com- 
mon ends and values. It therefore came as 
quite a shock to discover, when the results 


four cities is placed between the columns for 
the two well-integrated and the two poorly 
integrated cities in order to facilitate 
comparison. 

The evidence on moral integration pre- 
sented in Table 49 comes as no surprise to 
the readers of the preceding four chapters. 
The cities are shown to have the standing 
that we have assigned to them: Bellevue 
above the others, Gorge City next, and Bor- 
dertown and Mediana about equal and well 


TABLE 49 
MORAL INTEGRATION AND INTERPERSONAL INTEGRATION FOR FOUR CITIES 


Mean of Border- 


re a aaa aeee S| Ec |r nares | ee nnn rte ts | np nS 


Bellevue 
Mean of fifteen index items showing 
moral integration*.................. 3.67 
Mean of five percentage items showing 
moral integrationt.................. 54.7% 
Score on Item 23, “Is this a friendly city 
to live n??.... eee eee 4.67 


City Four town Mediana 
3-54 3-49 3-37 3-37 
45.5% 43-5% 36.4% 37.6% 
4.03 4.50 4.80 4.48 


* Fot a listing of these items see the upper part of Fig. 2 in chap. v. 
t For a listing of these items see the lower part of Fig. 2 in chap. v. 


came in, that there seemed to be no neces- 
sary relation between the two things. This 
finding has seemed so interesting to me that 
I am giving a separate chapter to a consid- 
eration of what was found. It does not form 
a part of the analysis of the causes of moral 
integration, and in this sense is somewhat 
out of place here, but it does shed new light 
on the character and scope of moral integra- 
tion. 

The simplest way to see the relation be- 
tween the two aspects of what may be called 
social integration is to contrast averages for 
the four cities on the items showing moral 
integration with the scores on the single 
question, “Is this a friendly city to live in?” 
Table 49 gives these data. The mean of the 


below the mean. On interpersonal integra- 
tion the order is quite different. Gorge City 
is definitely the least friendly of the four, 
and Mediana is less friendly than Border- 
town. The differences between Bellevue and 
Bordertown and Bellevue and Mediana are 
not significant. These data show that the 
relation between moral and interpersonal 
integration is not close. 

The objection might be made that I have 
used only one item to represent interper- 
sonal integration and that the items dealing 
with neighborly feeling also should have 
been incorporated in the score for each city. 
The reason that this was not done is that, 
as the reader will recall, neighborly feeling 
was found to be a different dimension from 


88 
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city-wide friendliness. In Bellevue and 
Gorge City particularly these two proved to 
be quite independent of each other. Since we 
are concerned with the nature of the city as 
a whole, it seemed inappropriate to use the 
data on neighborly feeling. It is of interest, 
however, that analysis has shown that the 
relation between neighborly feeling and the 
moral integration of a city is not a close one 
either. 

Since four cities do not give a good basis 
for establishing a precise relationship be- 
tween two variables, I determined to use the 
scores of the 408 individuals in the cross- 
section samples to determine the relation- 
ship. The score of each individual on Item 
23, “Is this a friendly city to live in?” was 
correlated with a composite score for the 
same person on five items bearing upon 
moral integration. These five items were: 
Item 

3. Do most people think it is a good place to 
live? 
6. Do young people get into trouble much 
here? 
7. Are citizens law-abiding? 
tz. Over-all code on respondent’s interest in 
the community. 
17. Is there much trouble among different 
races, nationalities, and religions? 


Correlation coefficients were thus obtained 
between moral and interpersonal integration 
for each of the four cities and for all four 
cities as a single universe. These are given 
in Table 50. The mean of the correlation 
coefficients of the four cities is added for 
comparative purposes. 

The relationships shown are quite weak, 
since the degree to which the two types of in- 
tegration have common elements is really 
indicated by the squares of the coefficients 
given. It is clear that the relation between 
the two variables in the morally well-in- 
tegrated cities is less significant than in the 
poorly integrated cities. If it is assumed that 
this difference represents a difference in the 
objective situation in the two types of cities, 

«See Appendix VI for the computation of this 


score, for a test of its reliability, and for a fuller ex- 
position of the results obtained with it. 


then we must conclude that a general, over- 
all concept of social integration is more ap- 
plicable to Bordertown and Mediana than 
to Bellevue and Gorge City. This would 
mean that in the poorly integrated cities 
moral integration is somehow more de- 
pendent upon friendship or that friendship 
is more dependent upon moral integration. 
However, there is another possibility. It 
may be that the difference between the two 
sets of cities is a difference in the ability of 
the respondents to discriminate and analyze 
the situation. On this supposition Bellevue 
and Gorge City show less linkage between 
the two types of integration, because their 


TABLE 50 


CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF MORAL 
INTEGRATION AND INTERPERSONAL 


INTEGRATION 
All four cities as a single uni- 

WEIS: 4 554.60 A + .20 
Bellevue.................05. + .34 
Gorge City.................. +-.31 
Bordertown................. + .48 
Mediana. 5.055 eb xe ad oe aes 3 + .57 
Mean of four cities........... + .43 


citizens can abstract them more readily 
when questioned. Since, however, it would 
seem that this ability would be closely re- 
lated to education, and since the number of 
years of schooling among the respondents 
of the two sets of cities was almost the same, 
we cannot give much weight to this inter- 
pretation. We must conclude that life in 
Bordertown and Mediana is less differen- 
tiated, perhaps less evolved, than that in 
Gorge City and Bellevue. It is in point to 
remember that one respondent referred to 
Bordertown as “an overgrown country 
town” and that several made similar re- 
marks about Mediana. 

The possession of a single score represent- 
ing the moral integration of his city in the 
mind of each respondent enables us to check 
our former calculations and to make some 
new ones. Table 51 gives two series of scores, 
and another is given in Appendix VI. We 
see from the table that our rating on moral 
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integration for the four cities is again con- 
firmed, but, what is more interesting, we 
find that there is greater spread of opinion 
among respondents with respect to the 
moral status of their community in some 
cities than in others. Bellevue and Mediana 
people see more eye to eye on the matter 
than do Gorge City and Bordertown people. 
This fits very neatly with what we have said 
earlier about the social segmentation of 
Gorge City and the conflict of northern and 
southern points of view in Bordertown. 

We may sum up the position of each city 
as follows: Bellevue is a very well-integrated 
city, and its people tend to agree on its level 
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ment about the city’s moral integration. 
This finding casts serious doubt upon the 
validity of the high friendliness score of 
Bordertown. Colleagues have suggested that 
the Bordertown answers to the question, ‘‘Is 
this a friendly city to live in?” represent a 
southern stereotype rather than reality. 
They call attention to the traditional em- 
phasis in the South on matters which might 
create such a stereotype, like hospitality, 
social ritual, even paternalism. But they 
doubt that these traits function much to 
produce real friendliness among the ele- 
ments of the population in a city so large 
and heterogeneous as Bordertown. Another 


TABLE 51 
MORAL INTEGRATION SCORES FOR FOUR CITIES 


Belle- 

vue 
Mean of individual scores*.......... 113.0 
Standard deviation ofindividualscorest}| 18.3 


Gorge Mean of Border- 
City Four town Mediana 
110.9 106.2 100.5 100.5 
20.4 19.7 21.0 19.2 


* Differences between the two high cities and the two low cities are significant. 
t The following differences are significant: between Bellevue and Gorge City, between Bellevue and Border- 


town, and between Mediana and Bordertown. 


of integration; Gorge City is morally well 
integrated, but its people show considerable 
variation in their judgment of the matter; 
Bordertown is poorly integrated, and its 
people tend to disagree about its level of in- 
tegration; and Mediana is poorly integrated 
morally, but its people show a fairly high 
degree of agreement. 

If we now refer back to the results on 
city-wide interpersonal integration as re- 
vealed by the answers to the question, “Is 
this a friendly city to live in?” we find in- 
teresting relationships to these new data. 
Bellevue, Gorge City, and Mediana square 
with common sense. In Bellevue friendliness 
goes with agreement about the level of 
moral integration, and in Gorge City com- 
parative unfriendliness goes with lack of 
agreement. Mediana (appropriately!) seems 
to hold an intermediate position in both 
respects. But Bordertown presents a flat 
contradiction to the trend in the other cities. 
Here friendliness goes with lack of agree- 


possible explanation would be—and per- 
haps this is another way of saying the same 
thing—that friendliness is a more superficial 
trait in Bordertown than in the other three 
cities and does not lead to exchange of 
views on those matters that are related to 
a city’s moral integration. 

I am inclined to favor still a third ex- 
planation. A reading of the Bordertown in- 
terviews has convinced me that the white 
and Negro groups there live so largely in 
their own social worlds that they did not 
refer the question, “Is this a friendly city to 
live in?” to the city as a whole but to their 
racial segments of it. Hence the high friend- 
ship score of Bordertown does not contra- 
dict the hypothesis that agreement about 
moral integration and degree of friendliness 
are positively related, because Bordertown’s 
friendliness score is spurious. Two distinct 
social worlds with high friendliness within 
each are compatible with disagreement 
about moral integration. Each group may 
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look at the matter from its own perspec- 
tive. 

If this explanation takes care of the seem- 
ingly exceptional case of Bordertown, we 
can formulate our conclusions about moral 
and interpersonal integration as follows: 
They are two quite different dimensions, 
but the degree of agreement among the 
members of the population of a city concern- 
ing that city’s level of moral integration 
tends to be a function of interpersonal in- 
tegration. People can be friendly with one 
another without taking much responsibility 
for their common life, but, the friendlier 
they are, the more they are likely to see eye 
to eye concerning the nature of that com- 


mon life. Though we may be surprised at 
the former conclusion, since in small groups 
intimacy and responsibility usually go to- 
gether, the latter conclusion seems emi- 
nently reasonable, since, the greater the in- 
terpersonal integration, the wider the com- 
mon basis of experience. The upshot of the 
whole matter seems to be that in very large 
groups like cities friendliness functions to 
produce a shared point of view but does not 
necessarily produce a shared moral effort. 
The reason that it does not is probably that 
in large social wholes both moral leadership 
and effective social organizations are neces- 
sary to carry out the shared viewpoint of 
the citizenry. 
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